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rt toolv just 50 mmutes for tho jury b Ksw Crleairs 
Criminal Coi:rf to declare C!sy Shcv/ innocent of Jim 
Gcrrison’s charges that he conspired vvi^i Lee Kaivcy 
Osv-'a!d, David ^Viiliam Feirie and others to essassiRaie 
President itennedy in 1963, Considering the evidence that 
Carcisoii presented in court, we have no Ei-^ment with 
the jury‘s decision, V^itivesses, of varj'in^ credIbiJity, 
testified that SImw was "Clay” or Bcrframl” and 

that Shaw was present when Os^vald and Ferrie discussed 
plans for assassinating ICcnnedy, Mono of tiie preseentjon 
lesiimony was conclusive^ and althougji Assistant D,/6 
Alvin Ossr made a strong case that Kennedy va';s killed by 
a fricnguler crossfire, this did not implicate Clay £haw. 

Yet Shav/s “innocence'* after this ”t,^al** has lUile to 
do With the GaiTison assassination conspiracy investign- 
tjon and Garrison's handlhig of the cii^e raises more 
questions tlian the jury doeision answers. If it wns a 
basketbail game, we'd say that the* fix was on* that 
Giirrison dumped, hlost of the witnesses Garrison pic^ 
sen ted, including Jus “star witness” Perry itusso, were mt 
part of Ganison^s initial invesiigatLon, They made their 
knowledge of the case knovm to Ganison afier the casa 
first beceme putliciMd in Februsiy 1957, end c/tcr Shit w 
was fonnKlIy indicted on the conspiracy charge, «nd 
Geriison stated his investigation had solved the assasshia- 
tion plot. In otiier words, Gei rison inliiaJIy had absohttely 
no evidence on which to charge Siiaw and others or iie 
deliberately kept this evidence out of the courSreem, 
Readers familiar y/ilh WlN^s special GErrisen investiga- 
tion issae know that tlie heart of the Camson invesli* 
gallon had to do wiJh Oswald's frieiidship with Ferrie and 
his involvement^ through Ferrie, vvkh the niilitm!; anti- 
Commuoist and anfi’Casiro Cuban exiles, who hnd head- ' 
quarters at 544 Canip Street in New Orlcstis. Vic $lated 
that Carrlsoii had questiemed many of these Cuban exiles, 
0S v/dl as friends of Ferrie and Oswald and that their 
testiraony would provide the meat of the evidence. Vic 
also slated that Forrio, an employee of New Cr'esns Mofln 
leader Carlos Marcello, served as liaison between the hfcfla 
£!id the exile groups end that on t!ie d.ij of the 
assassination \^c made a suspicious trip to Houston, Texas, 
where he was in telephone confect whir hJarcellp's office 
and then went to Galveston where word mf;y h^ve been 
pcEscd fhvouob in tei'n'ied larks to J^;ck Ruby, also involved 
with hiafia snd right wing Cuban gioiips. 

None of these witnesses were called to give testimony 
l>y the prosecution except for Chuck RoHcnd, the 
operator of the Winterland Sliating Rink In Houston. 


Rdiand verified that Ferric and two male friends stopped 
at biS rink, did not skate, and received a teleplionc call on. 
too rinks pay phone. But the prosecution made no 
attempt to liiik this incident fo the case against Shaw or 
the couspirncy as a whole. Despite Garrison's effort to 
keep the lid on the stoiy of Oswald's and Ferrie's 
nctivjiies in New Orleans, certain facts did cmci;ga from 
the trial, 

Marina Porter, Oswald's wife, testifying as a defense 
wiiness, staled that Oswald was fired from fiis job with 
the V/iliiam B, Reilly Company in September, 1963. 
Oswald’s supervisor on that Job testified tiiat he was 
July, 19, Wirere did Oswald spend his days during the time 
his wife erroneously thought he was working? And how 
did he earn an income? It h WIN-Spedsl Editioirs 
asseriioii, based on Garrison's own investigation, that ‘ 
Csv/ald was spemling most of bis time at 544 Canip St., 
active in the beehive offices of the militant anfl-Castro* 
right whig. 

Another defense witness, Oswald's New Orleans land- 
L^dy, testified that she did not know Dave Feivie, But 
v/iieu SJiaw's attorney rout indy showed her Ferrie’s 

picture, she unexpectedly identified him as the man who, 
posing as an FBI agent, came to inspect .Oswald’s 
apci-imcnt around the time of the assassination. She 
refused 10 iet him in because he lacked identification. This 
slurtling revelation was unexplieabiy ignored by the 
prosecution and nev^er followed up. 

Pery Russo acknowledged that he hud often seen a 
identified as‘ Guy Bannister, in the company of 
Ferde, Bannister operated a Defective Agency at 544 
Cimp St, His office served as a meeting place for rlglit 
wing militants. With Feme he was involved in lire Bay of 
Pigs invasion of Cuba. SeveraJ of Bannister’s employees 
had seen Oswald and Fcrrie togetiier, but none were called 
as witnesses, Tlic prosecution made no attenipf fo explain 
who Bannister was or what his imporlanee was to fhe 
case, Tliey nierely let the name drop. 

In the 'WiN-Spccir.l Ddltlon report of the Kennedy 
conspiracy, Shaw had only a fringe role. Wc identifiad Jiim 
, as “Clay Bcrti-and." (based on tlic principal conciusions of 
GarjJson’s investigation, which wero never pmsanfad fo 
the court , , . the New Oricons jury did not rub on the 
£havA"Ecrira!id” identity issue, but found him not guilty 
cf conspiracy) a mysterious person involved sodaky with 
Fcivb arid Oswald but without right wing or an f I- Castro 
conned ions, Bertrand 's part iu the case stems from a 
feltplione call he supposedly , made to lawyer Dean 
Andrews, asking him to go to Dallas to defend Oswald, 


Garrison failed to prove that Shaw was Certmud, bn£ 
Dean Andrews tesliniony lliat lie made tbs whole story up 
to gain some pubHclty, that Clay Bertrand never phoned 
hhn in t'ne first place, is as suspect as all his other versions 
of Gay Bertrand's identity and in no way explains bow 
Oswald chose him for hlS^New Orleans attorney. Already 
convicted for perjujy on testimony dealing wiiii Ber- 
trand's identity, and with other perjury inciiclmeiits 
pendiiig, Andrews remains uncoiwiiiciiig proof that no 
Qay Bertrand exists. 

It h our contention that Garrison can pro^'c a 
consiilracy without implicaflng Shavv, and in fact very 
little of the V/IN-Spedal Edition issue dealt with litc 
spodfics of file Shaw case. We Iiave no explanation for 
why CaiTison chose to indict Shaw in the fiixt pk.ee and 
vre find his new indictments of Shaw (for tv/o counts of 
povJmT, based on Shaw's testimony that he did not know 
eitlver Osvrald or Ferric) a sliocking misuse of power. Wc 
on the left arc familiar with the ways district ,iJtovneys 
.abuse their antbority. Shaw has already bean under 
indictment for two years, and Ills defense has cost him a 
small fortune. Garrison had fils day in court and blew it. 
There L absolutely no reason to coutimie l^is vendelfa 
agaiiist Shav/, Justice will not be served by frUHhv^ Shaw 
in jail on a perjury rap. Justice will only be served by 
Garrison making public the facts of his investigation. 

It may already be too late. Garrison's credibility gap is 
. rcKcliing Johnsonian proportions. Unless be makes some 
slarttlng revdatiens soon he is sure to be tlirowii out of 
office in the November dec lions. WIN niaga^ine lias more 
pressing duties than to beconxe professional assassination 
buffs a la Mark Lane. We published our Garrison edition 
because we believed in what Wc wrote and because wc had 
faith in Ganison, but none in the ' owrgroiuid press. 
Garrison has disappointed us. 

Cariison has not presenfed the results of bis iiivcsliga’ 
tion to the courts or the press. The writers and investi- 
gators of the WIN-Spedal Edition do not plan to let the 
matter rest. Readers of WiN are by now aware that the 
case for a conspiracy had little semblance to that whidi 
Garrison pi-esented Jn court. No sentence in that issue of 
hes been disputed factually by Cawlson, Shaw, 
Marcello, or the cxecTitors of the Fcrrie estate. We raised 
many questions and expect many individuals Will be called 
upon to stand up to the issues at first raised and tlien so 
quickly buried by Jim Garrison, 

—Sandy Hodiberg. Marty Jezer, 
Jim Vallicrc 


